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MVEMORANDUM OPI NI ON

CHI ECHI, Judge: Respondent determ ned the foll ow ng defi-
ciencies in, and accuracy-rel ated penalties under section

6662(a)! on, petitioner's Federal incone tax:

IAIl section references are to the Internal Revenue Code in
effect for the years at issue. Al Rule references are to the
Tax Court Rules of Practice and Procedure.



Year Defi ci ency Accuracy-Rel ated Penalty
1994 $12, 258 $2, 451
1995 14, 219 2,843

We nust deci de whether the determ nations in the notice of
deficiency (notice) for each of the years at issue that have not
been conceded by respondent should be sustained. W hold that
t hey shoul d.

Sone of the facts have been stipulated and are so found. On
Novenber 9, 1998, respondent filed a request for adm ssions with
the Court, a copy of which respondent had served on petitioner on
Novenber 4, 1998. Petitioner did not file any response to that
request. As a result, each matter set forth in respondent's
request for adm ssions is deened admtted. See Rule 90(c);

Marshall v. Comm ssioner, 85 T.C 267, 272 (1985).

Petitioner resided in Lake Forest, California, at the tine
he filed the petition.

During the years at issue, petitioner was self-enployed as a
buil ding contractor. Petitioner filed Form 1040, U.S. I ndividual
I ncone Tax Return, for each of the years 1994 and 1995. Peti-
tioner reported certain incone and clained certain expenses from
his activities as a building contractor in Schedule C of Form
1040 (Schedule C) for each of those years.

In the notice issued to petitioner, respondent nade adjust-

ments to certain itens of inconme and expense that petitioner
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reported in Schedule C for each of the years 1994 and 1995 and
correspondi ng adjustnents to petitioner's self-enploynent tax for
each of those years. Respondent also determned in the notice
that petitioner is liable for the accuracy-rel ated penalty under
section 6662(a) for each year at issue.

Petitioner bears the burden of proving that the determ na-
tions in the notice are erroneous. See Rule 142(a); Wlch v.
Hel vering, 290 U. S. 111, 115 (1933). Petitioner attenpted to
satisfy that burden through his self-serving testinony, which was
| argely general, vague, irrelevant, and/or conclusory. W are
not required to, and we shall not, rely on that testinony. See

Lerch v. Comm ssioner, 877 F.2d 624, 631-632 (7th Gr. 1989),

affg. T.C. Meno. 1987-295; Geiger v. Conmm ssioner, 440 F.2d 688,

689-690 (9th Cr. 1971), affg. per curiamT.C Meno. 1969-159;

Tokarski v. Conm ssioner, 87 T.C. 74, 77 (1986).

We have considered all of the argunents and contentions of
petitioner, and we find themto be without nerit and/or irrele-
vant. Based on our exam nation of the entire record in this
case, we find that petitioner has failed to satisfy his burden of
showi ng error in any of the determ nations in the notice that
have not been conceded by respondent.

To reflect the foregoing and the concessions of respondent,

Decision will be entered under

Rul e 155.



